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Period for Reply J 1 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1)D Responsive to cx)mmunication(s) filed on . 

2a)[3 This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) M Claim(s) 1-20 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) Q Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) S Claim(s) ^20 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) 13 The drawing(s) filed on 21 February 2002 is/are: a)K accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

11) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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Response to Amendment/Arguments 

1 . The amendment received 4/12/05 has been entered in full. Currently claims 21- 
35 have been cancelled and claims 1-20 are pending. 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 4/12/05 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Specifically the Applicant argues that Chang contains no disclosure or 
suggestion with regard to modifying the design data for the component or for the level of 
a mask layer according to the defect inspection data. Examiner respectfully disagrees. 
Chang discloses that the input device receives the design layout data 910 
corresponding to the defect area from the defect detection processor 925 and provides 
the design image simulator 960 with design data representing an area to be simulated 
that corresponds to the defect area being simulated (col. 20 lines 60-67). Here the 
simulation is a modification thus meeting the claim language, and it is carried out in 
correspondence with the defect inspection data thus meeting the claim language of 
"according to the defect inspection data." 

Applicant further argues that there is no disclosure or suggestion in Chang with 
regard to analyzing the modified design data by applying a rule set to determine a final 
disposition of the component or mask according to previously established criteria. 
Examiner respectfully disagrees. As pointed out in the previous office action Chang 
discloses for figure 1 1 an online defect analyzer 1110 that determines a final disposition 
of whether to reject, repair, or accept the mask with respect to user input inspection 
criteria (read as previously established criteria). A defect severity score (read as the rule 
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set) is assigned which takes into account various parameters associated with the defect 
including defect size and type 1 120 and defect location and context 1 122 (col. 22 lines 
24-61 ). Furthermore as pointed out in the office action at the time of the invention it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the embodiment 
of figure 9 with the embodiment of figure 1 1 to analyze the simulated data to determine 
a final disposition of the mask according to previously established criteria with the 
motivation that making the defect analyzer automatic would reduce human error. 

DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-6, and 8-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Chang et al. USPN 6,757,645 (hereinafter "Chang"). 

Chang discloses a method of evaluating the effect of defects on masks for 
semiconductor wafers (col. 1 lines 19-22). As seen in figure 9 Chang's method 
comprises inspecting a mask 905 using an inspection tool 900 (col. 20 lines 39-41). The 
inspection tool 900 includes an image acquiror 915, a defect detection processor 925 
and a defect area image generator 930 each of which may operate as discussed for 
figure 4 (col. 20 lines 26-30). As seen in figure 4 the inspection tool 400 is connected to 
a storage device 447 for recording defect inspection data from the inspection tool (col. 
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1 1 lines 43-57) thus this also hold for figure 9. Returning to figure 9, the defect detection 
processor 925 receives design layout data 910 corresponding to a level of a mask layer 
being inspected (col. 20 lines 45-59). The design image simulator receives the design 
layout data 910 according to the defect detection processor 925 (defect inspection data) 
and simulates (read as modifying) a design stepper image 975 (col. 20 lines 60-67). 
Finally the simulated design image 975 and the simulated mask image that is created 
through a similar process to that described above are sent to the defect analyzer 990. 

Chang does not explicitly disclose with the embodiment of figure 9 that the defect 
analyzing section uses a rule set to determine final disposition of the mask according to 
previously established criteria. 

Figure 1 1 of Chang which is a different embodiment discloses an online defect 
analyzer 1 1 10 that determines a final disposition of whether to reject, repair, or accept 
the mask with respect to user input inspection criteria (read as previously established 
criteria). A defect severity score (read as the rule set) is assigned which takes into 
account various parameters associated with the defect including defect size and type 
1 120 and defect location and context 1 122 (col. 22 lines 24-61). 

As the embodiments of Chang all involve inspection of masks for semiconductor 
wafers they are all analogous art. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to combine the embodiment of figure 9 with the embodiment of figure 1 1 to 
analyze the simulated data to determine a final disposition of the mask according to 
previously established criteria. The motivation for doing so would be to make the defect 
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analyzer 990 automatic to reduce possible human error. Thus it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the embodiment of figure 9 with the 
embodiment of figure 1 1 to obtain the invention as specified in claim 1 1 . 

Regarding claims 12-13, Chang discloses accepting, rejecting, or repairing the 
mask with the defect analyzer 1110 based on the severity of the defects (figure 1 1 , col. 
22 lines 24-61). 

Regarding claim 14, the simulated images discussed by Chang are a simulation 

» 

of the mask image on a wafer (at least col. 1 1 lines 14-42). 

Regarding claim 15, Chang discloses that the defect analyzer 835 (further 
described as 1 1 10 col. 22 lines 24-25) is a computer implemented program which 
processes the simulation data in light of user input defect criteria to determine whether 
the defect is severe enough to warrant further inspection, or whether the defect area 
does not print or otherwise effect the process window over a user defined set of 
possible lithograph conditions (col. 19 lines 61-67). As seen in figure 1 1 the process is 
heuristic. 

Claims 16-18 are similar to claims 11-13 except claims 16-18 are system claims. 
As Chang discloses both a system and method the arguments used for the rejection of 
claims 11-13 apply equally to the rejection of claims 1 6-1 8. 

Claims 19-20 are similar to claims 11-12 except claims 19-20 are computer 
readable medium claims. As Chang discloses computer readable medium methods the 
arguments used for the rejection of claims 11-12 apply equally to the rejection of claims 
19-20. 



Application/Control Number: 09/683,836 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2625 

Claim 1 is similar to claim 1 1 except claim 1 is a broader claim since it only 
specifies inspecting a component and not a mask. Reading the mask of Chang as the 
component the same arguments used for the rejection of claim 1 1 apply equally to the 
broader claim 1. 

Regarding claim 2, as discussed Chang discloses that the component is a mask 
and further that there are different layers (col. 1 lines 46-63). 

Regarding claims 3 and 6, as seen in figure 9 the inspection tool 900 is optical. 
Furthermore the defect detection processor 925 (analogous to 440 of figure 4 col. 20 
lines 26-30) compares mask images provided by the image acquiror 410 to a set of 
potential defect criteria and determines what areas of the mask contain potential defects 
(col. 10 lines 29-32) thus it is obvious that the defect location and size are taken into 
account. Furthermore Chang discloses that the mask comprises opaque areas and 
clear areas (col. 2 lines 20-38) and that whether a defect prints or not greatly depends 
on its location, size and transmission reflection characteristics (col. 4 lines 10-12). Thus 
it would be obvious to include if the defect is clear or opaque to determine the 
importance of that part of the mask. 

Regarding claim 4, as seen in figure 1 1 Chang discloses accepting 1 152, 
rejecting 1 1 54, or repairing 1 1 56 the mask. 

Regarding claim 5, the purpose of Chang's invention is to determine if a defect 
on a mask would be likely to cause product failure. 

Regarding claim 8 f as discussed Chang discloses a design layout database but 
does not explicitly disclose that the database is suitable for storage of large files. 
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However it would be obvious to use a database suitable for storage of large files and 
therefore the examiner declares official notice. The motivation for using a database 
suitable for storage of large files is that it could contain information for different types of 
masks. 

Regarding claim 9, the design image simulator 960 simulates a defect shape for 
he mask layer being inspected corresponding to defects from said defect detection 
processor 925. 

Regarding claim 10, Chang discloses that different mask layers are used to 
produce the semiconductor device with various layers and shows an effective method 
for inspecting a layer of the mask. Chang does not explicitly disclose analyzing both 
intra-level and inter-level problems of the mask layer, but it would be obvious to do so in 
order to accurately determine the defects of the mask which are important with respect 
to the desired representation of the photo-resist material etched into the silicon (col. 3 
lines 39-61). 

5. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chang 
USPN 6,757,645 in view of Mansfield et al. USPN 5,965,306 (as cited in the 
IDS)(hereinafter "Mansfield"). 

Chang discloses creating a simulated wafer image of a defect 970 and merging 
the image into a simulated wafer image (as seen by 2030 of figure 20. Chang does not 
explicitly disclose that the defect inpection data comprises intensity contour plots. 
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It is well known in the art of mask inspection to use the inspection tool AIMS 
which produces intensity contour plots. 

Mansfield discloses that a standard mask inspection/repair process entails 
incorporating the defect size criterion of the device manufacture into the inspection tool 
and that advanced mask maker may utilize the AIMS tool to facilitate this process (col. 4 
lines 30-46). 

Mansfield and Chang are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor of mask inspection. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to combine Mansfield and Chang to use the AIMS inspection tool thus producing 
intensity contour plots in order to facilitate the inspection process. Thus it would have 
been obvious to combine Mansfield and Chang to obtain the invention of claim 7. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to John B. Strege whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
7457. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday between the hours of 



If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bhavesh Mehta can be reached on (571) 272-7453. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
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